Empirical research on the structure of 360-degree feedback ratings indicates that the source of the ratings (e.g., superiors, peers, subordinates) explains more variance than do the performance dimensions or competencies being measured. One alarming implication of this finding from studies of the internal validity of 360 ratings is that there appears to be little evidence to support the common practice of interpreting 360s in terms of dimension scores. To address whether rater-source factors are so pronounced that they should preclude the use of dimension scores, we considered the question from an external validity perspective and developed and tested a personality-based nomological network around both dimension and rater-source factors in a 360 data set. Using a sample of 825 managers and their feedback providers (3,300 participants overall), we found that ratee personality correlated more strongly with dimension scores than with source factors. This provides evidence to support the common practice of interpreting 360-degree feedback in terms of scores for separate dimensions and competencies, despite most of the variance in observed ratings being due to rater-source factors rather than dimensions.
strengths and weaknesses (Fletcher, 1999; London & Smither, 1995; Wohlers & London, 1989; Yammarino & Atwater, 1993) . Taking the second approach, item scores are aggregated to form dimension scores, either within or across rater groups. These scores are used for feedback or are used in decision-making and validation studies (e.g., Atwater & Yammarino, 1992) . Sometimes, dimension scores are compared to relevant norm groups to facilitate score interpretation (Morgeson, Mumford, & Campion, 2005) .
In either case, the data that result from crossing multiple raters with multiple dimensions present psychologists with an opportunity to examine the validity of the rating instrument using a multitraitmultimethod (MTMM) design (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) . For evidence of the construct-related validity of a 360-degree feedback instrument under the MTMM framework, correlations between ratings of different dimensions made by the same rater group (i.e., the mono-method-hetero-trait correlations) ought to be smaller than the correlations between the same dimensions rated by different observer groups (i.e., the hetero-method-mono-trait) correlations. However, this pattern rarely occurs; more often, correlations among different dimensions within a rating group are higher than correlations across rater groups on the same dimension (Lance, Hoffman, Baranik, & Gentry, 2008) . Researchers such as Widaman (1985) and Eid, Lischetzke, and Nussbeck (2006) have suggested that confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) ought to be used when analyzing MTMM data, as it overcomes several limitations inherent to approaches based on simple inspection of correlations. CFA allows formal evaluation of the fit of the MTMM model to the data, permits separation of systematic trait (hereafter: "dimension") and method (hereafter: "source") effects from nonsystematic measurement error, and allows dimension and rater-source factors to be linked to other variables in a broader nomological network (Eid et al., 2006) . However, findings from CFA approaches to MTMM analyses of 360-degree feedback data also show stronger evidence of source factors than dimensions. This is evident from analyses of the variance components of observed item scores, where item factor loadings on source factors tend to be greater than loadings on the intended dimensions 1 (Conway, 1996; Hoffman, Lance, Bynum, & Gentry, 2010; Lance et al., 2008) . The lack of evidence for dimensions is troubling for practitioners, as it implies that employees are receiving feedback on performance dimensions that might not exist or that were poorly measured. When this occurs, employees could expend effort altering behavior that does not need to be changed, which is ethically undesirable and economically inefficient. In such cases, it may be more meaningful to ignore dimensions altogether and instead provide a single overall performance score for the person assessed from the perspective of each rater group. One way to decide whether to afford any relevance to dimensions in the presence of strong rater-source factors, and to decide whether practitioners ought to adopt overall rater source scores, is to examine their respective nomological networks. In other words, we could investigate the psychological meaningfulness of dimensions and source factors by studying the ways they relate to external variables (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) . This is the goal of this article.
Specifically, we wish to extend research on personality as a correlate of dimension and source factors in 360-degree feedback by creating and testing a personality-based (i.e., the ratee's personality) nomological network for dimension and source factors. In doing so, we answer the question of whether rater-source factors in 360-degree feedback are so strong that they should preclude the interpretation of dimension scores. Practically, this would mean only using total scores from each rater group for organizational decision making and development planning. Personality is an appropriate construct for inclusion in our nomological network of dimensions and, perhaps, source factors in 360-degree feedback research, because it is known to impact job performance through intervening motivational mechanisms (Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hogan & Shelton, 1998) .
The approach of using data external to 360-degree feedback instruments to validate their outputs is consistent with an emerging chorus of consensus suggesting that internal validity evidence is an incomplete basis for assessing the construct validity of 360-degree feedback (Borman, 1997; Lance et al., 2008; Woehr, Sheehan, & Bennett, 2005) . However, this research extends recent work by these researchers in important ways. For example, in the most comprehensive examination of this topic to date, Hoffman and Woehr (2009) studied narrow personality facets from the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) as predictors of dimension and source factors. However, researchers have yet to examine the efficacy of broad factors of personality, such as the Big Five, in the prediction of dimension and source factors. Importantly, no study, to date, has presented a comparison of the personality correlates of dimensions and the source factors derived from the ratings of all typical rater groups (i.e., self, superior, peer, direct report). We address these points in the following study.
Dimension and Source Factors
If the weaker-than-expected dimension variance in 360-degree feedback is a problem for the interpretation of dimension scores in applied settings, it ought to be manifested in dimension scores that do not systematically relate to theoretically relevant external variables. Alternatively, if dimension scores from 360 ratings are psychometrically viable constructs for applied use, they would relate, in meaningful ways, to external variables. Taking this line of reasoning further, to the extent that source factors represent measurement error, they should not be expected to correlate with external variables. If, on the other hand, source factors represent something substantive, then they should correlate with external variables. Hoffman and Woehr (2009) indicated that most studies, to date, that have examined the nomological network of 360 ratings have focused on dimensions to the exclusion of source factors and have found moderate evidence for their validity. The few exceptions to this trend that look at the nomology of source factors indicate some validity for the ecological perspective on source factors, suggesting that source factors are substantively meaningful (Hoffman et al., 2010; Hoffman & Woehr, 2009; Lance, Teachout, & Donnelly, 1992; Lance, Baxter, & Mahan, 2006) .
In this article, we do not argue for or against the perspective that source factors represent valid components of the job performance criterion space. Rather, we examine the issue of whether source factor variance is so pronounced that it invalidates interpretation of dimension scores. This is a pivotal issue. If it is the case that dimensions are more strongly correlated with personality dimensions than source factors are, regardless of whether there is more internal evidence of source factors and whether they, too, correlate with personality, it provides empirical support for the common practice of interpreting 360 results in terms of scores for different dimensions or competencies. Therefore, we studied whether dimensions or source factors correlate most strongly with personality.
In the following study, we outline how we derived Big Five personality scores from a proprietary personality instrument. This is appropriate given that the Big Five is the most widely accepted personality model today (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1991) . We use a proprietary competency model in the form that it is currently used in applied settings. This is because there is no widely held consensus regarding the precise dimensionality of job performance, beyond perhaps suggesting that there is a general factor in job performance ratings (Scullen, Mount, & Goff, 2000; Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2005) . Of course, useful taxonomic distinctions exist, for example, between initiating structure and consideration (Fleishman & Harris, 1962) and between task performance and contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) . To provide such broad-brush feedback about overall performance levels, however, or even the way one deals with tasks and people, would not be detailed enough for most development applications. However, the more detailed dimensional models offered, to date, by researchers such as Fleishman, Mumford, Zaccaro, and Levin (1991) , Tett, Guterman, Bleier, and Murphy (2000) , or Bartram (2005) are rationally derived structures. In the absence of factor analytic support for these models, we proceeded by adopting the intended dimensionality of the competency model and reporting tests of its appropriateness from our analyses.
Personality as an External Correlate of Dimensions and Source Factors
The correlations that Hoffman and Woehr (2009) presented among narrow CPI scales, broad performance dimensions, and source factors were, in general, small to moderate. But correlations between predictors and outcomes are thought to be larger when the breadth of the predictor matches the breadth of the criterion (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1996; Paunonen, Rothstein, & Jackson, 1999; Tett, Steele, & Beauregard, 2003) . It is possible, then, that broader personality scales-for example, measures of the Big Five-might correlate more strongly with dimension and source factors, even though specific personality facets in the Hoffman and Woehr (2009) study did not.
To form hypotheses about the relationship between the Big Five and our 360-degree feedback instrument, we drew on the work of Lievens, Chasteen, Day, and Christiansen (2006) . Lievens et al. (2006) used trait activation theory to identify which performance dimensions were related to different Big Five dimensions. Trait activation theory suggests that job dimensions that prime similar Big Five personality traits will be more highly correlated than those that do not. Using subject matter experts, they identified which Big Five dimensions were likely to be most strongly related to each of the performance dimensions of a taxonomy proposed by Arthur, Day, McNelly, and Edens (2003) . We capitalized on this work in the following way.
First, we classified each of the dimensions of the proprietary model (see Table 1 ) into the taxonomy of Lievens et al. (2006) , which, in turn, was based on Arthur et al. (2003) There was unanimous agreement between two authors of this article, who both have PhDs in IndustrialOrganizational (I-O) psychology and over 30 years of combined work experience in personality and job performance measures. We then examined whether dimensions were correlated with the Big Five personality traits suggested by their classification into the Lievens et al. (2006) 
Method Participants
Participants were 825 managers from a wide variety of white-collar occupations in banking, pharmaceuticals, manufacturing, and transport industries in the United Kingdom. Participants were two-thirds male; age and ethnicity were not recorded. Participants were of varying levels of supervisory experience, though all were responsible for the performance of other staff or thought to be capable of moving into such roles. Scores were used solely for personal development planning and not for personnel-related decisions. In addition to participants completing a self-assessment of personality and performance, their performance was also rated by one superior manager (hereafter, "manager"), one peer, and one direct report (i.e., 825 participants ϫ 4 raters ϭ 3,300 sets of ratings in total). It is, of course, common in 360-degree feedback to have multiple raters from selected rater groups, but the data set we had access to, and to which we could match personality data, had just one per rater group. It is also worth noting that for certain rater groups, there is never more than one rater (e.g., "self") and rarely more than one for (e.g., superior).
Measures
We used a proprietary 360-degree feedback instrument that assesses 12 competencies. Each competency is associated with one of four rationally derived and conceptually distinct clusters: thinking, developing others, inspiring, or achieving. A list of brief definitions of each of the 12 competencies is presented in Table 1 . This model emerged from a qualitative review of the research literature relating to effective managerial behavior, including key research at Ohio State University (Stogdill, 1950) , the University of Michigan (Likert, 1961) , and Harvard University (Bales, 1950) . Each dimension was measured on a Likert-type scale by five items rated from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The average internal consistency estimate for each dimension within each rater group is in excess of .7. For the purposes of our CFA analyses, we tested four theoretical models covering three competencies each, one for each of the four clusters. We assessed each dimension with two well-performing items, chosen on the basis of factor loadings from within rater-group exploratory factor analyses. Hence, in the models we discuss here, each CFA model included 24 items (2 items per dimension ϫ 3 dimensions ϫ 4 rater groups). Two items per factor were selected because multiple indicator MTMM models, which have the ability to separate out systematic error from method specific trait variance, require a minimum of two indicators per dimension for each rater group and for each measurement method. More than two indicators per factor per rater group quickly become unwieldy in complex models, such as multiple-indicator CFA MTMMs, without resorting to item parceling. Big Five personality scores were derived for each participant from an item pool of personality questions that comprise the proprietary personality questionnaire. To produce Big Five scores for participants in our sample, we applied a scoring key to a subset of items that was specifically identified using an independent sample of 122 managers to measure the Big Five. This involved the independent sample of 122 leaders completing both the proprietary personality instrument and Goldberg's (1999) . These results indicate that once the effects of measurement error are taken into account, these two distinct measures of the FFM are tapping the same constructs. The correlations among the five proprietary Big Five scales in this sample were all moderate (i.e., lower than .4 in absolute value), which is a range similar to published intercorrelations of the Big Five personality factors (e.g., Guenole & Chernyshenko, 2005) . Further information on this instrument, including factor analytic support, is available from the authors.
Results
Our CFA approach involved fitting a series of multiple-indicator MTMM CFA models and selecting the model that most closely fit the data. Importantly, in contrast to much of the previous research, our study used item-level modeling (i.e., no parceling) and was based on second-order MTMM models. We used MPlus version 6 with the WLSMV estimator (Muthén & Muthén, 2006) . We estimated the models as outlined by Eid et al. (2006) for multiple indicator models. The models applied to each cluster included (a) a correlated dimensions model with three dimension factors and no source factors; (b) a correlated exercises model that had four source factors and no dimension factors; (c) a correlated uniqueness model that had a factor for each dimension and, in addition, allowed correlations among residuals for ratings from the same source; (d) a correlated dimensions, uncorrelated source model that specifies a measurement model for both dimensions and sources; and (e) a correlated dimensions, correlated sources model. We then estimated correlations between Big Five personality scores and dimension and source factor scores from the most appropriate MTMM CFA model.
The model that best represented the data across three of the four clusters of leadership behaviors (i.e., Thinking, Developing, Inspiring) was the correlated dimensions, correlated source factor model. Figure 1 illustrates this model for the Thinking cluster. For the Achieving cluster, the best model was a correlated dimensions, partially correlated source factors model, where the self-source factor was correlated with superior, peer, and direct report source factors, but superior, peers, and direct report source factors were not correlated with each other. This final model, which was not expected a priori, would benefit from further examination in a new data set. Fit statistics for these four models, presented in Table 3 , demonstrated strong evidence of model appropriateness, with two of the four models passing the chi-square test of perfect fit at p Ͻ .01, one passing at p Ͻ .0001, and the remaining model showing close-fit statistics that well exceed conventional guidelines for close model-data approximation (e.g., Hu & Bentler, 1999) . The original 12-dimension and four-cluster structure of the proprietary competency model was rationally derived, as other performance models alluded to earlier. The process followed in its development is described in Cockerill (1989) , and factor analytic support is presented in Guenole, Chernyshenko, Stark, Cockerill, and Drasgow (in press) . It is important, given its rational conceptual basis, to show empirically that analyzing the model in terms of its four-cluster structure is appropriate. In addition to the well-fitting CFA models, the appropriateness of the taxonomy is supported because the average within-cluster correlation in this study was .68, while the mean correlation among dimensions between clusters was .36.
Subsequent analyses of the variance components of the second-order dimension-and method-item indicators, which are listed in the Appendix, showed stronger evidence of source factors than dimensions. This is evident from the factor loadings for the first-order factors, representing a rater group's assessment of a candidate for a particular behavior on the second-order dimension and source factors. These loadings show that, by and large, the second-order loadings on the source factors are greater than those on dimension factors. This finding is consistent with the literature to date (Lance et al., 2008) . But there is currently only limited research answering the question of whether source factors or dimensions more strongly correlate with broad personality, which is the focus of the current study. To answer this question, Table 4 presents Big Five correlations with the dimension and source factors from the Thinking, Developing, Inspiring, and Achieving clusters. We interpret all correlations keeping in mind that the internal consistency reliability of the agreeableness personality dimension is Note. CFI ϭ confirmatory fit index; CM ϭ correlated methods; CT ϭ correlated traits; MTMM ϭ multitraitmultimethod; PCM ϭ partially correlated methods; RMSEA ϭ root mean square error of approximation; TLI ϭ Tucker Lewis Index; UM ϭ uncorrelated methods.
weaker at .60 than the traditional standard of .70, meaning that correlations with agreeableness are likely to be somewhat attenuated due to measurement error. For the Thinking cluster, there are just two significant personality correlations with dimensions. Conscientiousness was positively correlated with Information Search, and Extraversion was negatively correlated with Concept Formation. Because Openness was not correlated with the three Thinking behaviors, our primary hypotheses for this cluster were unsupported. Table 4 shows that additional significant correlations were also observed between personality and dimensions. Furthermore, all Big Five personality dimensions, except Openness, were significantly correlated with the self-source factor, and the correlations were moderate. The only other significant source factor correlations were that Extraversion was negatively correlated with the superior source factor and Emotional Stability was positively correlated with the peer source factor. For the Developing cluster, all Big Five personality dimensions were correlated with all developing behaviors except (a) Conscientiousness, which was not correlated with any developmental behavior, and (b) Openness, which was not significantly correlated with Teamwork. Because all combinations of correlations between Empathy, Teamwork, Agreeableness, and Extraversion were significant, our hypotheses were supported in relation to this cluster. In addition, Table 4 shows that numerous additional interpretable correlations were also observed between personality and dimensions. All Big Five personality dimensions, except Openness, were correlated with the self-source factor. The only other significant correlation was a negative association between Conscientiousness and the superior source factor.
For the Inspiring cluster, there were strong personality correlates of dimensions. Every Big Five personality dimension, except Conscientiousness, was significantly and positively correlated with each of the inspirational behaviors. Our hypotheses for this cluster were supported, because Extraversion was significantly correlated with Influence, Building Confidence, and Presentation. Table 4 shows that numerous additional significant correlations were also observed between personality and dimensions. Moreover, all Big Five dimensions, except Conscientiousness, were significantly correlated with the self rating-source factor. There were just two other significant personality source factor correlations, both of which were negative. These were between the superior source factor and Extraversion and Agreeableness.
For the Achieving cluster, all Big Five personality dimensions were significantly correlated with Proactivity, Continuous Improvement, and Customer Focus, except Conscientiousness, which was not correlated with any behavior. Our hypothesis was therefore not supported in relation to the Achieving cluster. However, Table 4 shows that numerous additional significant correlations were also observed between personality and dimensions. In addition, every Big Five factor, except Conscientiousness, was significantly correlated with the self -source factor. The only other significant personality source factor correlation was between Agreeableness and the report-source factor.
In sum, despite the fact that there was more evidence of rater-source factors than dimensions in this data set (i.e., the mean-squared loading for source factors was larger than the mean-squared loading for dimensions across all four clusters), personality more strongly correlated with dimensions than source factors. The personality and dimensions correlations reported here were considerably larger than the personality and dimension reported by Hoffman and Woehr (2009) , which had been predicted in the current study on the basis of broad bandwidth personality dimensions, whereas the Hoffman and Woehr (2009) study used more narrow personality dimensions. A number of unpredicted correlations also emerged, and, as such, we do not interpret them. We discuss this issue later as a study limitation. Consistent with Hoffman and Woehr (2009) , except in isolated instances, personality did not predict the source factors for superiors, peers, or direct reports. On the other hand, the story is different in the current study when we consider the self source factor. In this instance, personality was consistently and moderately correlated with the self source factor. Following from this result, one possible explanation might be that source factors reflect characteristics of the rater rather than the target of the rating, since in the case of the self factor, the same rater provided the performance ratings and the personality assessment.
Discussion
It is a cause of some concern among I-O and consulting psychologists that, despite the effort that goes into designing 360-degree feedback instruments, and despite the development actions and administrative decisions made based on their outputs, if data from 360-degree feedback instruments reflect the type of rater making the rating more than the dimensions the instruments were developed assess (Lance et al., 2008) . Indeed, these psychometric concerns may, in part, be responsible for the typically modest behavioral improvements that occur over time as a result of interventions based on 360-degree feedback (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005) . However, the observation that source factors are stronger than effects attributable to dimensions, which are the target of measurement attempts, is not limited to 360-degree feedback or I-O and consulting psychology. This effect is seen more widely, both in other settings within our disciplines (i.e., assessment and development centers) as well as multirater measurement approaches in other areas of the social sciences (Lance et al., 2008) . In I/O psychology, this has prompted calls in both assessment center research and 360-degree feedback to do away with dimensions. Instead, some assessment center researchers have suggested that an overall exercise score be provided. Analogously, in 360-degree feedback settings, an overall rater source score might be provided. But this would require considerable changes in the way that 360-degree feedback systems are administered. A question also exists about exactly what such a score would represent and the extent to which actionable development plans could be formed based on feedback structured in this manner. Yet many psychologists would argue that attempting to surmount these challenges is preferable to providing erroneous feedback to organizations and employees on dimensions that lack evidence to suggest that they exist.
In this article, however, we have argued that if dimensions were found to be psychologically meaningful based on their relations with well-chosen external criteria, we can continue using them in 360-degree feedback, as is the current practice. In such cases, practitioners should carry on with dimensions, despite the fact that dimensions explain less variation in observed scores than source factors do. We investigated this issue by creating a nomological network around dimension and source factors, using a large sample of managers that involved correlating personality with both dimensions and source factors. Despite observing stronger internal evidence of source factors than dimension effects, dimensions were more strongly correlated with Big Five personality traits than were source factors. These findings add to our understanding of source factors in 360-degree feedback research in several regards. First, we show the plausibility of dimensions with stronger external evidence, but weaker internal evidence, than source factors. Second, we demonstrate that the use of broad personality factors and dimensions may lead to larger personality-performance correlations. However, the increase in magnitude of the correlations with dimensions was not mirrored by increased correlations with source factors for the superior, peer, and direct report sources. Third, we show that the strongest correlation between personality and source factors is between personality and the self source factor. The self source factor is moderately correlated with all Big Five personality dimensions. By and large, however, personality factors are uncorrelated with source factors for other rater groups. Further research might therefore examine whether these source factors actually reflect a characteristic of the rater group rather than the target of the rating.
Practical Implications
Our results suggest that, despite variance in ratings from 360-degree feedback instruments primarily reflecting the group providing the ratings rather than the dimensions we wish to measure, the dimension scores that emerge appear to have psychologically meaningful patterns of association with personality, which supports their use in applied settings. This means that 360-degree feedback dimensions from well-constructed instruments are valid for use in coaching and development, as is common in organizations today. From a psychometric perspective, it also suggests that dimensions might be used as an information source in personnel decisions, for example, for performance evaluation and succession planning. The corollary of this position is that to use an overall score for each rater group would very likely sacrifice valid information about specific aspects of performance that is necessary for such human resource applications.
Because correlations between dimensions and personality were observed when the internal validity for dimensions was so low, this study also suggests that modest improvements in dimension measurement (i.e., increases in the variance in observed ratings due to dimensions rather than source factors) may lead to substantial gains in criterion related validity. To increase the validity of dimensions, practitioners should therefore ensure they implement approaches to increase valid variance in ratings due to dimensions, and researchers should continue to examine ways to reduce the erroneous variance in ratings due to source factors. Two approaches seem promising in achieving this end.
The most thoroughly investigated approach to increasing rating validity is frame-of-reference training, which imposes a common rating schema across all assessors (see Woehr, 1994) . A second new approach we recommend is that organizations introduce a formal assessment of the ability of assessors to rate employee performance using 360-degree feedback instruments. Results of such an assessment would clearly indicate to raters whether or not they meet minimum standards of competence. In the context of assessment centers, results reported by Guenole et al. (in press) suggest that such an assessment of rater competence reduces variance due to source factors and increases variance due to dimensions. Given the importance of 360-degree feedback to organizations and individuals, we see such an approach as desirable for all applications of 360-degree feedback, from developmental to administrative applications.
It is important to recognize that our recommendation to reduce variance due to source factors, and to increase variance due to dimensions using frame-of-reference training and assessor examinations, is not to say that different rater perspectives on dimensions of interest ought to be ignored. Each rater group's unique perspective on targeted dimensions is captured by that rater group's factor loading on the dimension of interest. Perspective differences can, and should, continue to be examined and interpreted while minimizing rater source effects. However, consideration of perspective differences should be limited to examination and interpretation of differences on 360 instruments' intended dimensions rather than overall scores for each rater group, because the targeted dimensions in 360-degree feedback have construct validity. We wish to also underscore that, in making our recommendation to minimize variance due to source factors and maximize variance due to dimensions, we are not taking the position that source factors have no substantive meaning. The recent research we cited indicates they may be substantively meaningful. Rather, we are taking the position that because source factors are a by-product of our attempts to measure another construct (i.e., dimensions), their influence on observed ratings is undesirable and should be minimized.
Limitations of this research should be considered, alongside its merits, in order to highlight improvements future research can make. Our study made 12 hypotheses, of which seven were supported. However, many more correlations between personality and dimensions were observed that were not hypothesized and therefore were not interpreted. More significant correlations that were not hypothesized emerged, in fact, than hypothesized correlations. While the observation of numerous moderate correlations between dimensions and personality when rater-source factors are so strong is encouraging, the fact that the patterns of correlations between personality and dimensions were, at best, only moderately predicted is disappointing because it hampers more conclusive statements about the validity of dimensions in the presence of source factors. It is possible that other theoretical frameworks could explain some of the unexpected associations, and future research should consider forming hypotheses based on other theoretical frameworks that might have greater explanatory power than the approach used in this research.
Another limitation is that the results of this particular analysis might not necessarily extend to other 360-degree instruments, and certain features of our models need further examination. For example, the agreeableness scale in the current sample had lower than ideal internal consistency reliability, and replicating these results with other personality instruments would be a worthwhile endeavor. Our CFA models were unable to distinguish idiosyncratic within rater-group variation in source factors from variation due to the rater source itself, as we only had one rater from each rater source. More research is needed to examine the impact of including multiple raters from each rater group on the measurement of dimensions. We also recommend replicating any models that involve modifications to improve fit, such as the P-CTCM model presented for our Achieving cluster. Finally, to fully understand the relative utility of dimension and source factors, researchers need to link both dimension and source factors in broad nomological networks. Simultaneously extending the nomological network of dimensions and source factors to their consequences as well as antecedents has the potential to paint a clearer picture of how 360-degree feedback can be most effectively deployed in applied settings. 
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